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market with indirect selling expenses 
incurred in the U.S. market by the lesser 
of the commission or the indirect selling 
expense. 

Currency Conversion 

We made currency conversions into 
U.S. dollars in accordance with section 
773A(a) of the Act based on the 
exchange rates in effect on the dates of 
the U.S. sales as reported by the Federal 
Reserve Bank. 

Preliminary Results of Review 

We preliminarily find the following 
weighted-average dumping margins: 

Manufacturer/producer/exporter 

Weighted- 
average 
margin 

percentage 

Chandan Steel Limited ............. 21.02 
Isibars Limited .......................... 21.02 
Jyoti Steel Industries ................ 21.02 
Venus Wire Industries Limited 0.06 
Viraj Group, Ltd. ....................... 0.00 

Because we are preliminarily revoking 
the order with respect to Viraj’s exports 
of subject merchandise, if these results 
are unchanged in the final results of 
review, we will order CBP to terminate 
the suspension of liquidation for exports 
of such merchandise entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after February 1, 
2003, and to refund all cash deposits 
collected. 

The Department will disclose to 
parties the calculations performed in 
connection with these preliminary 
results within five days of the date of 
publication of this notice. Interested 
parties may request a hearing within 30 
days of publication. Any hearing, if 
requested, will be held two days after 
the date rebuttal briefs are filed. 
Pursuant to 19 CFR 351.309, interested 
parties may submit cases briefs not later 
than 30 days after the date of 
publication of this notice. Rebuttal 
briefs, limited to issues raised in the 
case briefs, may be filed not later than 
37 days after the date of publication of 
this notice. The Department will issue 
the final results of the administrative 
review, including the results of its 
analysis of issues raised in any such 
written comments, within 120 days of 
publication of these preliminary results. 

Upon completion of the 
administrative review, the Department 
shall determine, and CBP shall assess, 
antidumping duties on all appropriate 
entries. Pursuant to 19 CFR 
351.212(b)(1), for Venus and Viraj, for 
those sales with a reported entered 
value, we have calculated importer- 
specific assessment rates based on the 

ratio of the total amount of antidumping 
duties calculated for the examined sales 
to the total entered value of those sales. 

Regarding certain of Venus’s sales, for 
assessment purposes, we do not have 
the information to calculate entered 
value because Venus was not the 
importer of record for the subject 
merchandise. Accordingly, we have 
calculated importer-specific assessment 
rates for the merchandise in question by 
aggregating the dumping margins 
calculated for all U.S. sales to each 
importer and dividing this amount by 
the total quantity of those sales. To 
determine whether the duty assessment 
rates were de minimis, in accordance 
with the requirement set forth in 19 CFR 
351.106(c)(2), we calculated importer- 
specific ad valorem ratios based on the 
CEPs and/or EPs. Pursuant to 19 CFR 
351.106(c)(2), we will instruct CBP to 
liquidate without regard to antidumping 
duties any entries for which the 
assessment rate is de minimis (i.e., less 
than 0.50 percent). The Department will 
issue appraisement instructions directly 
to CBP. 

Further, the following deposit 
requirements will be effective for all 
shipments of SSB from India, except 
those made by Viraj, entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse, for 
consumption on or after the publication 
date of the final results of this 
administrative review, as provided for 
by section 751(a)(2)(C) of the Act: (1) 
The cash deposit rates for the reviewed 
companies will be the rates established 
in the final results of this review, except 
if the rate is less than 0.50 percent and, 
therefore, de minimis within the 
meaning of 19 CFR 351.106, the cash 
deposit will be zero; (2) for previously 
investigated companies not listed above, 
the cash deposit rate will continue to be 
the company-specific rate published for 
the most recent period; (3) if the 
exporter is not a firm covered in this 
review, or the LTFV investigation, but 
the manufacturer is, the cash deposit 
rate will be the rate established for the 
most recent period for the manufacturer 
of the merchandise; and (4) the cash 
deposit rate for all other manufacturers 
or exporters will continue to be 12.45 
percent, the ‘‘All Others’’ rate 
established in the LTFV investigation. 
See Notice of Final Determination of 
Sales at Less Than Fair Value: Stainless 
Steel Bar from India, 59 FR 66915, 
66921 (Dec. 28, 1994). 

These deposit requirements, when 
imposed, shall remain in effect until 
publication of the final results of the 
next administrative review. 

This notice serves as a preliminary 
reminder to importers of their 
responsibility under 19 CFR 

351.402(f)(2) to file a certificate 
regarding the reimbursement of 
antidumping duties prior to liquidation 
of the relevant entries during this 
review period. Failure to comply with 
this requirement could result in the 
Secretary’s presumption that 
reimbursement of antidumping duties 
occurred and the subsequent assessment 
of double antidumping duties. 

We are issuing and publishing these 
results of review in accordance with 
sections 751(a)(1) and 777(i)(1) of the 
Act. 

Dated: March 1, 2004. 
James Jochum, 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 04–5135 Filed 3–5–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

International Trade Administration 

[A–427–825] 

Notice of Final Determination of Sales 
at Less Than Fair Value: Wax and Wax/ 
Resin Thermal Transfer Ribbons from 
France 

AGENCY: Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
Department of Commerce. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 8, 2004. 
SUMMARY: We determine that wax and 
wax/resin thermal transfer ribbons 
(TTR) from France are being sold, or are 
likely to be sold, in the United States at 
less than fair value (LTFV), as provided 
in section 735 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
as amended (the Act). The estimated 
margins of sales at LTFV are shown in 
the Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation section of this notice. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Mark Hoadley or Sally Gannon at (202) 
482–3148 and (202) 482–0162, 
respectively; Import Administration, 
International Trade Administration, 
U.S. Department of Commerce, 14th 
Street and Constitution Avenue, NW, 
Washington, DC 20230. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Case History 

The preliminary determination in this 
investigation was issued on December 
16, 2003. See Notice of Preliminary 
Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Wax and Wax/Resin 
Thermal Transfer Ribbons From France, 
68 FR 71068 (December 22, 2003) 
(Preliminary Determination). Since the 
publication of the preliminary 
determination, the following events 
have occurred. On January 5 and 
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1 See, e.g., Notice of Final Determination of Sales 
at Less Than Fair Value: Certain Cold- Rolled 
Carbon Steel Flat Products From Argentina, 58 FR 
37062, 37066 (July 9, 1993) (Cold-Rolled 1993); 
Final Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair 
Value; Limousines From Canada, 55 FR 11036, 
11040, comment 10 (March 26, 1990) (Limousines); 
Erasable Programmable Read Only Memories 
(EPROMs) From Japan; Final Determination of 
Sales at Less than Fair Value, 51 FR 39680, 39692, 
comment 28 (October 30, 1986) (EPROMs); and, 
Cold-Rolled 1993, 58 FR at 37066; respectively. 

2 Notice of Final Determination of Sales at Less 
Than Fair Value; Stainless Steel Sheet and Strip in 
Coils From the United Kingdom, 64 FR 30688, 
30703, comment 13 (June 8, 1999); Notice of Final 
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value- 
Stainless Steel Round Wire from Canada, 64 FR 
17324, 17325, comment 1 (April 9, 1999); Cold- 
Rolled 1993, 58 FR at 37066; Certain Fresh Cut 
Flowers From Colombia; Final Results of 
Antidumping Duty Administrative Review, 55 FR 
20491, 20499, comment 49 (May 17, 1990); and, 
Limousines, 55 FR 11040; respectively. 

January 16, 2004, petitioner, 
International Imaging Materials, Inc. 
(IIMAK), submitted additional 
comments regarding (1) its allegation 
that respondents in the three concurrent 
investigations of TTR (France, Japan, 
and South Korea) would attempt to 
circumvent the order by slitting jumbo 
rolls in third countries, and (2) its 
request that the Department therefore 
determine that slitting does not change 
the country of origin of TTR for 
antidumping purposes. On January 9, 
2004, Armor, S.A. (Armor), the sole 
respondent in the French investigation, 
submitted additional comments on the 
country–of-origin issue. DigiPrint 
International (DigiPrint), a U.S. importer 
of TTR slit in India, submitted 
comments on January 2, 2004, on the 
country–of-origin issue. Refer to 
Preliminary Determination for a history 
of all previous comments submitted on 
this issue. 

Scope of Investigation 

This investigation covers wax and 
wax/resin thermal transfer ribbons 
(TTR), in slit or unslit (‘‘jumbo’’) form 
originating from France with a total wax 
(natural or synthetic) content of all the 
image side layers, that transfer in whole 
or in part, of equal to or greater than 20 
percent by weight and a wax content of 
the colorant layer of equal to or greater 
than 10 percent by weight, and a black 
color as defined by industry standards 
by the CIELAB (International 
Commission on Illumination) color 
specification such that L*<35, 
-20<a*<35, and -40<b*<31, and black 
and near–black TTR. TTR is typically 
used in printers generating 
alphanumeric and machine–readable 
characters, such as bar codes and 
facsimile machines. 

The petition does not cover resin 
TTR, and finished thermal transfer 
ribbons with a width greater than 212 
millimeters (mm), but not greater than 
220 mm (or 8.35 to 8.66 inches) and a 
length of 230 meters (m) or less (i.e., slit 
fax TTR, including cassetted TTR), and 
ribbons with a magnetic content of 
greater than or equal to 45 percent, by 
weight, in the colorant layer. 

The merchandise subject to this 
investigation may be classified in the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States (HTSUS) at heading 3702 
and subheadings 3921.90.40.25, 
9612.10.90.30, 3204.90, 3506.99, 
3919.90, 3920.62, 3920.99 and 3926.90. 
The tariff classifications are provided 
for convenience and Customs and 
Border Protection (CBP) purposes; 
however, the written description of the 
scope of the investigation is dispositive. 

Country of Origin 
As noted above, petitioner has 

requested that the Department 
determine that TTR produced in France 
(in jumbo roll, i.e., unslit form) that is 
slit in a third country does not change 
the country of origin for antidumping 
purposes. According to petitioner, 
because slitting does not constitute a 
‘‘substantial transformation,’’ French 
jumbo rolls slit in a third country 
should be classified as French TTR for 
antidumping purposes, and, therefore, 
within the scope of this investigation 
and any resulting order. Petitioner 
submitted comments on this request on 
October 28, 2003, December 5, 2003, 
January 5 and January 16, 2004. 
According to petitioner, substantial 
transformation does not take place 
because: 1) both slit and jumbo rolls 
have the same essential physical 
characteristics (e.g., both have the same 
chemical properties that make them 
suitable for thermal transfer printing); 2) 
large capital investments are required 
for coating and ink–making (production 
stages prior to slitting), but not for 
slitting; 3) coating and ink–making 
require significantly more skill, 
expertise, and research and 
development; and, 4) the majority of 
costs and value comes from coating and 
ink–making. Petitioner states that, for 
purposes of this issue, slitting and 
packaging do not account for a 
substantial amount of the total cost of 
finished TTR (depending on the degree 
of automation and whether new or 
secondhand equipment is involved); 
and that a slitting operation requires a 
small amount of capital, compared with 
a large amount of capital required for a 
coating and ink–making operation. 

Armor, the sole respondent in this 
investigation, argues that slitting does 
constitute substantial transformation, 
and, therefore, that the Department 
should determine that French jumbo 
rolls slit in a third country should be 
considered to have originated in that 
third country for antidumping purposes. 
Armor submitted comments on 
November 26, 2003, December 12, 2003, 
and January 9, 2004. Armor argues that 
substantial transformation does take 
place because: 1) slitting, and the 
repackaging that necessarily goes along 
with it, involves transforming the 
product into its final end–use 
dimensions, the insertion of one or two 
cores (for loading the ribbons into 
printers), and the addition of leaders, 
bridges, and trailers, which result in a 
new product, with a new name, new 
character, and new purpose; 2) 
petitioner excluded TTR slit to fax 
proportions, acknowledging the 

importance of slitting; and, 3) U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection (CBP) 
and the Court of International Trade 
(CIT) have determined that slitting and 
repackaging amount to substantial 
transformation. DigiPrint, in comments 
received on January 2, 2004, argues that 
the record of this investigation indicates 
that slitting and packaging account for 
a large amount (34%) of total cost, 
indicating substantial transformation. 

The Department has considered 
several factors in determining whether a 
substantial transformation has taken 
place, thereby changing a product’s 
country of origin. These have included: 
the value added to the product; the 
sophistication of the third–country 
processing; the possibility of using the 
third–country processing as a low cost 
means of circumvention; and, most 
prominently, whether the processed 
product falls into a different class or 
kind of product when compared to the 
downstream product. While all of these 
factors have been considered by the 
Department in the past, it is the last 
factor which is consistently examined 
and emphasized.1 When the upstream 
and processed products fall into 
different classes or kinds of 
merchandise, the Department generally 
finds that this is indicative of 
substantial transformation. See, e.g., 
Cold–Rolled 1993, 58 FR at 37066. 

Accordingly, the Department has 
generally found that substantial 
transformation has taken place when the 
upstream and downstream products fall 
within two different ‘‘classes or kinds’’ 
of merchandise: (see, e.g., steel slabs 
converted to hot–rolled band; wire rod 
converted through cold–drawing to 
wire; cold–rolled steel converted to 
corrosion resistant steel; flowers 
arranged into bouquets; automobile 
chassis converted to limousines).2 
Conversely, the Department almost 
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3 Notice of Initiation of Countervailing Duty 
Investigation: Dynamic Random Access Memory 
Semiconductors from the Republic of Korea, 67 FR 
70927, 70928 (November 27, 2002) (DRAMs); 
EPROMs, 51 FR at 39692; Dynamic Random Access 
Memory Semiconductors of 256 Kilobits and Above 
from Japan; Suspension of Investigation and 
Amendment of Preliminary Determination, 51 FR 
28396, 28397 (August 7, 1986); Notice of 
Preliminary Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Certain Hot-Rolled Carbon Steel Flat 
Products From the People’s Republic of China, 66 
FR 22183, 22186 (May 3, 2001); Memorandum to 
Troy H. Cribb, Acting Assistant Secretary, from 
Holly Kuga, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary, 
Issues and Decision Memorandum for the 
Investigation of Certain Cold-Rolled Flat-Rolled 
Carbon Quality Steel Products from Taiwan, 
comment 1 (May 22, 2000); Notice of Preliminary 
Determination of Sales at Less Than Fair Value and 
Postponement of Final Determination: Steel Wire 
Rod From Canada, 62 FR 51572, 51573 (October 1, 
1997); Final Determination of Sales at Less Than 
Fair Value: Certain Carbon Steel Butt-Weld Pipe 
Fittings From India, 60 FR 10545, 10546 (February 
27, 1995); respectively. 

4 The ITC report states that ‘‘[s]ix U.S. producers 
indicate that slitting and packaging accounts for an 
average of 34 percent of the cost of finished bar 
code TTR.’’ Certain Wax and Wax/Resin Thermal 
Transfer Ribbons from France, Japan, and Korea, 
Investigations Nos. 731-TA-1039-1041 
(Preliminary), (July 2003) (ITC Report), at 7. 
DigiPrint apparently is referring to this figure, when 
it refers to 34 percent in its January 2, 2004 
submission. Figures placed on the record by 
petitioner related to this issue are proprietary, but 
indicate that the relevant figure might be 
significantly less than 34 percent, depending on the 
country in which the slitter is located, the type of 
equipment used, the degree of automation involved, 
and whether the process relies more on labor than 
capital. 

5 These figures agree with statements made by 
DNP, a respondent in the Japanese TTR 
investigation, recorded in the preliminary report by 
the U.S. International Trade Commission (ITC), that 
capital investment in a slitting operation was 
‘‘generally very small’’ ($100,000 to $300,000). Id. 
at 14. 

invariably determines substantial 
transformation has not taken place 
when both products are within the same 
‘‘class or kind’’ of merchandise: (see, 
e.g., computer memory components 
assembled and tested; hot–rolled coils 
pickled and trimmed; cold–rolled coils 
converted into cold–rolled strip coils; 
rusty pipe fittings converted to rust free, 
painted pipe fittings; green rod cleaned, 
coated, and heat treated into wire rod).3 
In this case, both jumbo and slit TTR are 
within the same class or kind of 
merchandise, as defined in the 
Department’s initiation and as defined 
for this final determination. 

While slitting and packaging might 
account for 34 percent of the total cost 
of production,4 the processes and 
equipment involved do not amount to 
substantial transformation of the jumbo 
TTR for antidumping purposes. 
According to information submitted by 
petitioner, and not rebutted by any party 
to this investigation, a slitting operation 
requires only a fraction of the capital 
investment required for a coating and 
ink–making operation.5 Moreover, the 

ITC noted in this investigation that the 
‘‘slitting and packaging process is not 
particularly complex, especially as 
compared to the jumbo TTR production 
process.’’ ITC Report, at 7. The ITC also 
noted that the primary cost involved in 
a slitting and packaging operation is not 
capital cost, but direct labor cost, which, 
we note, might be hired cheaply in a 
third country. Id. at 14. Thus, it appears 
that a slitting operation could be 
established in a third country for 
circumvention purposes with far greater 
ease than a coating and ink–making 
operation. 

Finally, the ITC concluded that, while 
slit and jumbo TTR are like products, 
U.S. slitting and packaging operations 
(or ‘‘converters’’) were not part of the 
domestic industry for purposes of this 
investigation, ‘‘for lack of sufficient 
production related activities.’’ Id. at 13. 
The implication of the ITC’s conclusion, 
based on its extensive multi–pronged 
analysis, is that TTR is the product of 
coating and ink–making, not slitting and 
packaging: ‘‘The production related 
activities of converters are insufficient 
for such firms to be deemed producers 
of the domestic like product.’’ Id. While 
we are not bound by the ITC’s decisions, 
the ITC’s determination is important to 
consider in this particular instance 
because it is based on the full 
participation of respondents and 
petitioner, whereas respondent 
withdrew its information from our 
investigation. 

As the Department has stated on 
numerous occasions, CBP decisions 
regarding substantial transformation and 
customs regulations, referred to by 
respondent, are not binding on the 
Department, because we make these 
decisions with different aims in mind 
(e.g., anticircumvention). See, e.g., 
DRAMs, 67 FR at 70928. The 
Department’s independent authority to 
determine the scope of its investigations 
has been upheld by the CIT. Diversified 
Products Corp. v. United States, 572 F. 
Supp. 883, 887 (CIT 1983). Presumably, 
a CIT decision interpreting substantial 
transformation in the context of CBP 
regulations, also cited by respondent, 
also is not binding on the Department. 

While the other facts noted by 
respondent are not necessarily 
irrelevant to this determination, they do 
not overcome the conclusion indicated 
by the fact that the slitting and 
packaging of jumbo rolls into slit TTR 
does not create a ‘‘new and different 
article.’’ In other words, the totality of 
the circumstances indicates that slitting 
does not constitute substantial 
transformation for antidumping 
purposes. Even accepting, arguendo, 
DigiPrint’s statement regarding the 

amount of total cost accounted for by 
slitting and packaging, and respondent’s 
statements regarding how slitting and 
packaging transform the product into its 
final end–use form, the product still has 
not changed sufficiently to fall outside 
the class or kind of merchandise defined 
in this investigation. Jumbo rolls are 
intermediate products, and slit rolls are 
final, end–use products, but the 
transformation of an upstream product 
into a downstream product does not 
necessarily constitute ‘‘substantial 
transformation’’ and, in this case, does 
not, given the considerations listed 
above. 

Similarly, in DRAMs, we decided that 
wafers shipped to a third country to be 
used in the assembly of DRAMs (subject 
merchandise) did not amount to 
substantial transformation because the 
wafers were the ‘‘essential’’ component 
in the product. In this case, the ITC 
report notes petitioner’s statement, 
unrefuted by respondents, that ‘‘the 
essential characteristic of finished TTR, 
like that of jumbo TTR, is that of a strip 
of PET film coated with ink.’’ We agree 
and note that the essential characteristic 
is contained in the jumbo TTR imported 
into the third country. 

Therefore, in light of this fact and the 
facts discussed below, we determine 
that slitting jumbo rolls does not 
constitute substantial transformation. 
Jumbo rolls originating in France but slit 
in a third country will be subject to any 
antidumping duties imposed on French 
TTR, if an antidumping duty order on 
such products is issued. 

Period of Investigation 
The period of investigation (POI) is 

April 1, 2002, through March 31, 2003. 

Facts Available 
In the preliminary determination, we 

based the dumping margin for the 
mandatory respondent, Armor, on 
adverse facts available pursuant to 
sections 776(a) and 776(b) of the Act. 
The use of adverse facts available was 
warranted in this investigation because 
Armor withdrew its questionnaire 
responses from the record. See 
Preliminary Determination, 68 FR at 
71069. The withdrawal of such 
information significantly impeded this 
proceeding because the Department 
cannot determine a margin without 
responses to our questionnaires. In 
addition, we found that Armor failed to 
cooperate to the best of its ability. We 
assigned Armor the highest margin 
listed in the notice of initiation. See 
Notice of Initiation of Antidumping 
Duty Investigation: Thermal Transfer 
Ribbons From France, Japan and the 
Republic of Korea, 68 FR 38305 (June 
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27, 2003). A complete explanation of the 
selection, corroboration, and application 
of adverse facts available can be found 
in the preliminary determination. See 
Preliminary Determination, 68 FR at 
71070–71.Nothing has changed since 
the preliminary determination was 
issued that would affect the 
Department’s selection and application 
of facts available. No interested parties 
commented on any aspect of our 
application of adverse facts available. 
Accordingly, for the final determination, 
we continue to use the highest margin 
stated in the notice of initiation for 
Armor. The ‘‘All Others’’ rate remains 
unchanged as well. 

Analysis of Comments Received 
We received no comments from 

interested parties in response to our 
preliminary determination in this 
investigation, except for the comments 
on the country–of-origin issue, which 
are fully addressed above. We received 
no case briefs or rebuttal briefs. We did 
not hold a hearing because none was 
requested. 

Continuation of Suspension of 
Liquidation 

In accordance with section 
735(c)(1)(B) of the Act, we are directing 
CBP to continue to suspend liquidation 
of all entries of TTR exported from 
France that are entered, or withdrawn 
from warehouse, for consumption on or 
after the date of publication of the 
preliminary determination. CBP shall 
continue to require a cash deposit or the 
posting of a bond based on the 
estimated dumping margins shown 
below. The suspension of liquidation 
instructions will remain in effect until 
further notice.We determine that the 
following dumping margins exist: 

Manufacturer/exporter Margin 
(percent) 

Armor S.A. ................................ 60.60 
All Others .................................. 44.93 

International Trade Commission 
Notification 

In accordance with section 735(d) of 
the Act, we have notified the ITC of our 
determination. The ITC will determine, 
within 45 days, whether imports of 
subject merchandise from France are 
materially injuring, or threatening 
material injury to, an industry in the 
United States. If the ITC determines that 
material injury or threat of injury does 
not exist, this proceeding will be 
terminated and all securities posted will 
be refunded or canceled. If the ITC 
determines that such injury does exist, 
the Department will issue an 

antidumping duty order directing CBP 
officials to assess antidumping duties on 
all imports of the subject merchandise 
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption on or after the effective 
date of the suspension of liquidation. 

This notice also serves as a reminder 
to parties subject to APO of their 
responsibility concerning the 
disposition of proprietary information 
disclosed under APO in accordance 
with 19 CFR 351.305. Timely 
notification of return/destruction of 
APO materials or conversion to judicial 
protective order is hereby requested. 
Failure to comply with the regulations 
and the terms of an APO is a 
sanctionable violation. 

This determination is issued and 
published in accordance with sections 
735(d) and 777(i)(1) of the Act. 

Dated: March 1, 2004. 
James J. Jochum, 
Assistant Secretary for Import 
Administration. 
[FR Doc. 04–5163 Filed 3–5–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–DS–S 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Institute of Standards and 
Technology 

Notice of Jointly Owned Invention 
Available for Licensing 

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards 
and Technology, Commerce. 
ACTION: Notice of jointly owned 
invention available for licensing. 

SUMMARY: The invention listed below is 
jointly owned by the U.S. Government, 
as represented by the Department of 
Commerce, and the University of 
Maryland. The Department of 
Commerce’s interest in the invention is 
available for licensing in accordance 
with 35 U.S.C. 207 and 37 CFR part 404 
to achieve expeditious 
commercialization of results of federally 
funded research and development. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Technical and licensing information on 
this invention may be obtained by 
writing to: National Institute of 
Standards and Technology, Office of 
Technology Partnerships, Attn: Mary 
Clague, Building 820, Room 213, 
Gaithersburg, MD 20899. Information is 
also available via telephone: 301–975– 
4188 , fax 301–869–2751, or e-mail: 
mary.clague@nist.gov. Any request for 
information should include the NIST 
Docket number and title for the 
invention as indicated below. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: NIST may 
enter into a Cooperative Research and 

Development Agreement (‘‘CRADA’’) 
with the licensee to perform further 
research on the invention for purposes 
of commercialization. The invention 
available for licensing is: 

NIST Docket Number: 01–004. 
Title: Method For Producing Metal 

Particles by Spray Pyrolysis Using a Co- 
solvent and Apparatus Therefore. 

Abstract: Gas-to-particle conversion 
processes have been used to produce 
various micro and nanoscale metal 
powders because of their convenient 
process characteristics. Recently, 
hydrogen gas approaches for reducing 
metal oxides made from metal precursor 
aerosols in gas-to-particle conversion 
processes were developed by several 
research groups. However, aerosol 
decomposition reactions may be very 
dangerous at high temperatures due to 
the explosive potential of hydrogen at 
high concentrations in the presence of 
oxygen. This invention is a novel 
process based on the use of a co-solvent 
for preparing pure metal nanoparticles 
under safe conditions in a high- 
temperature aerosol decomposition 
reactor. The resulting copper 
nanoparticles prepared from copper 
nitrate using a nitrogen carrier gas at 
600° C with a 3.3 second resident time 
are pure. X-ray diffraction is used for 
measuring particle composition and a 
transmission electron microscope (TEM) 
is used for imaging to determine particle 
morphology. 

Dated: March 1, 2004. 
Hratch G. Semerjian, 
Deputy Director. 
[FR Doc. 04–5166 Filed 3–5–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3510–13–P 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

National Institute of Standards and 
Technology 

Announcing a Meeting of the 
Information Security and Privacy 
Advisory Board 

AGENCY: National Institute of Standards 
and Technology. 
ACTION: Notice of meeting. 

SUMMARY: Pursuant to the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C. App., 
notice is hereby given that the 
Information Security and Privacy 
Advisory Board (ISPAB) will meet 
Tuesday, March 16, 2004, from 8:30 
a.m. until 5 p.m., Wednesday, March 17, 
2004, from 8:30 a.m. until 5 p.m. and 
Thursday, March 18, 2004, from 8:30 
a.m. until 1 p.m. All sessions will be 
open to the public. The Advisory Board 
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